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REPLY BRIEF TO THE SUPPLEMENTAL EXAMINER'S ANSWER 

Sir: 

Appellant submits this Reply Brief to the Supplemental Examiner's Answer 
("Supp. Answer") of June 19, 2002 pursuant to 37 C.F.R. 1.193(b)(1). The Supp. 
Answer appears to be identical to the Examiner's Answer of August 13, 2001, with the 
inclusion of the omitted Huotari and Alanari references now included in the listing of the 
prior art of record (paragraph 9). 

Thus, the points raised in Appellant's original Reply Brief of October 15, 2001 
(attached hereto) apply equally to the Supp. Answer. Apart from the minor additional 
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point made immediately below, Appellant therefore relies on the original Reply Brief in 
addressing the Supp. Answer. 

Appellant wishes to make one additional point regarding the Examiner's position 
in paragraph 7 of the Supp. Answer relating to the "Grouping Of Claims". In the Reply 
Brief, Appellant noted that page 4 of the Appeal Brief provided a grouping of claims. 
Appellant now further points out that there is no requirement under 37 C.F.R. 
§1 .1 92(c)(7) that Appellant state "reasons in support" of its grouping of claims, as 
stated in paragraph 7 of the Supp. Answer (and the original Answer). An explanation is 
only required under 37 C.F.R. §1 .1 92(c)(7) when an appellant believes that claims are 
separately patentable. 

Appellant has provided the most fundamental grouping of claims possible, 
namely that Claim 1 stands alone and, for the purposes of this Appeal, Claims 2-10, 13 
and 1 4 stand or fall together with Claim 1 . Claims 3-8, 10,13 and 1 4 are dependent 
claims and, as noted in footnote 4 of the Appeal Brief, independent Claims 2 and 9 may 
be distinguished from Sanders in like manner as Claim 1 . 1 Thus to minimize the issues 
that the Board must consider, Appellant's Appeal Brief focuses on distinguishing 
independent Claim 1 from Sanders. 

Although the Examiner formally takes issue with the Appellant's grouping of 
claims, Appellant submits that the Examiner actually agrees in substance with the 
Appellant's grouping of claims when the Examiner maintains that "[t]he rejections of 

1 Thus, Appellant has in substance provided a rationale for its grouping of claims. 
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claims 1, 2-10, 13 and 14 stand or fall together" in paragraph 7 of the Supp. Answer. 
Nonetheless, should the Board determine that there is a difference of position on this 
issue, Appellant submits that its grouping of claims is proper and requests that the 
Board evaluate this Appeal accordingly. 

As noted above, apart from this additional point, Appellant relies on its Appeal 
Brief and original Reply Brief in reply to the Supplemental Examiner's Answer. 
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